Here we expand on our reply to Jacobs et al and address the three main criticisms they make in their own Supplementary Information: 1: that we misrepresent short-term; 2: that we misquote IPCC representatives; and 3: that the IPCC representatives did not dismiss the pause as scientifically irrelevant; and did not ignore questions.
Misrepresenting the short-term.
Jacobs et al suggest that we misunderstand the notion of short-term or that we misrepresent the manner with which short-term climate change is dealt with during the press conference. We do not. Stocker states that the "IPCC has found consensus that this [the record temperature in the last decade] is not the headline we want to go for" (L1066-1067). However, Jarraud talks of "witnessing" an "unprecedented" number of extremes within the last decade and states that "more temperature records were broken than in any other decade" (original emphasis). Yes, Jarraud talks about a "trend in global warming" (although he does not specify the trend noted in J15's Fig.1 ) but he does not use it to demonstrate the need to "greatly reduce global emissions". Rather, he leverages the witnessing of local, meaningful events within the past decade to call for climate mitigation.
Misquoting IPCC representatives.
Jacobs et al suggest that on two occasions we misrepresent quotes. First, a Pachauri quote was claimed to require contextualisation. This particular portion of transcript was selected because it is illustrative of references to the warmest decade made by all three speakers. As noted above, that these references were sometimes made in conjunction with longer timeframes does nothing to undermine our argument that shorter timeframes were deployed to make climate change publicly meaningful. If longer, more scientifically certain, timeframes were meaningful there would be no need to focus on particular decades.
Second, Jacobs et al suggest that we were incorrect to describe Stocker as repeatedly pinpointing a lack of published literature as a problem. Our description is accurate because the passage Jacobs et al highlight (L436-437) was about gaps in global temperature coverage, an issue identified as a possible cause of "cool bias" in recent global temperature trends 1 , and, further, because "repeatedly" means "more than once" 2 .
Ignoring the pause
Jacobs et al suggest that the pause was not dismissed as scientific irrelevant. When we stated that the pause was dismissed as "scientifically irrelevant", we meant irrelevant to the broad scientific certainty of anthropogenic global warming that is the focus of our Letter. We did not mean that it was an irrelevant topic for scientific investigation. Managing and overcoming uncertainties is integral to scientific practice 3 . Indeed, we explicitly state in our Letter that uncertainties are overcome in order to "produce broad certainties; namely the concrete, theoretical explanation and detection of AGW" 6 . The pause is one of numerous uncertainties that, while certainly of scientific interest 7 , do not provide a serious challenge to the broad certainty attached to anthropogenic global warming. It is in this sense, as a threat to the validity of anthropogenic global warming, that the pause, and journalists' questions concerning it, were dismissed.
It is clear from the press conference transcript that we did not intend 'ignore' to mean that no response of any kind was offered to the journalists, only that the pause could be intentionally disregarded within any account of the broad certainty of AGW 8 . Neither do we state that the speakers' dismissive response to the pause is exceptional nor, de jure, incorrect but, rather, that it is de facto incoherent when other similarly temporally local phenomena are relied upon during attempts to make anthropogenic global warming publically meaningful.
